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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1,6, 8, 11, 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Shannahan [US. 2004/0148226] (cited by applicant). 

In claims 1 and 11, Shannahan discloses a method and a system for 
implementing the method of preparing information usable in theft detection using radio 
frequency identification ("RFID") technology, comprising steps of: 

reading, from an RFID tag affixed to each of one or more presented items, 
identifying information for that item (par. 0042); and 

storing the identifying information for each item on a receipt reflecting the 
presented items (e-receipt; par. 0051). 

In claims 6 and 16, Shannahan discloses a method and a system for 
implementing the method of detecting potential theft using radio frequency identification 
("RFID") technology, comprising steps of: 

scanning a receipt for identifying information reflecting one or more items that 
were presented for purchase; 
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searching, in an RFID tag affixed to each or one or more items possessed by a 
shopper who also possesses the receipt, to locate corresponding identifying information 
for each possessed item; and 

concluding that selected ones of the items possessed by the shopper were not 
paid for if the identifying information located for the selected items is not detected by the 
scanning step (par. 0051). 

In claims 8 and 18, Shannahan discloses the identifying information on the 
receipt was previously created by reading, from an RFID tag affixed to each of one or 
more presented items, identifying information for that item and storing the identifying 
information for each presented item on the receipt (par. 0042, 0049). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2, 4-5, 12 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shannahan in view of Ogasawara [US. 6,327,576]. 

In claims 2, 4-5, 12 and 14-15 Shannahan omits disclose the e-receipt in details; 
Ogasawara teaches an e-receipt can contain an enumerated list of items, stock- 
keeping unit identifier and Electronic Product Code identifier (PLU, SKU, UPC; fig. 4; 
col. 5, 1. 9-67; col. 8, 1. 33- col. 9, 1. 32). It would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art storing plural identifier for a particular items help tracking of the 
items and identifying any particular item being stolen. 

5. Claims 3, 7, 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shannahan in view of Hanna [US. 2004/0016796] (cited by 
applicant). 

In claims 3 and 13, Shannahan does not specify that the data written on the 
consumer carried electronic sales receipt is in the form of an RFID tag affixed to the 
sales receipt; Hanna teaches storing financial transaction information including item ID, 
number of items, item dollar amount and dollar sum, etc. in an RFID tag affixed to a 
transaction receipt (592, fig. 69; par. 0261) for the convenient verification of the 
transaction ([0258]-[0264]). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to implement the consumer carried 
electronic sales receipt of Shanahan using an RFID affixed tag transaction receipt of 
Hanna to provide more convenient by virtue of its smaller size so that more information 
can be securely stored and reproduced. 

In claims 7 and 17, Shannahan discloses scanning the e-receipt, since the e- 
receipt of Shannahan and Hanna combined containing an RFID tag storing transaction 
information, it would have been obvious scanning the e-receipt can be reading an RFID 
tag affixed to the receipt by virtue of its fast response by its communication ability. 

6. Claims 9-10 and 19-20, 21, 26 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Shannahan. 
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In claims 9-10 and 19-20, Shannahan does not disclose the concluding step 
does not conclude that selected ones of the possessed items were not paid for if those 
selected ones were in the shopper's possession when the shopper entered an 
establishment in which a transaction represented by the receipt was conducted; 
however known business practice at many stores (Best Buy, Costco, etc.) keep and 
remember items that are previously purchased by the shopper when he or she enters 
the store such that when the shopper arrives at the store exit check area, the receipt is 
checked against newly purchased items only so that the comparing and the concluding 
steps do not apply to the remembered items. Since this method of practice is known in 
manual scanning and theft checking stores, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to not include the 
shopper's previously owned items with the items to be checked (for example, write on 
the RFID tag affixed to the item, data indicating the item has been paid for). 

The rejection to claim 21 is similar to the rejection to the method and the system 
for detecting theft of claims 1 and 1 1 with a reason that to make the system function 
automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a computer 
program product is obviously being implement. 

The rejection to claim 26 is similar to the rejection to the method and the system 
for detecting theft of claims 6 and 16 with a reason that to make the system function 
automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been obvious to one 
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having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a computer 
program product is obviously being implement. 

The rejection to claim 28 is similar to the rejection to the method and the system 
for detecting theft of claims 8 and 18 with a reason that to make the system function 
automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a computer 
program product is obviously being implement. 

The rejection to claims 29 and 30 is similar to the rejection to the method and the 
system for detecting theft of claims 9-10 and 19-20 with a reason that to make the 
system function automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a 
computer program product is obviously being implement. 

7. Claims 22, 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shannahan in view of Ogasawara. 

The rejections to claims 22 and 24-25 are similar to the rejection to the method 
and the system for detecting theft of claims 2, 4-5, 12 and 14-15 with a reason that to 
make the system function automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made a computer program product is obviously being implement. 

8. Claims 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shanahan in view of Hanna. 
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The rejection to claim 23 is similar to the rejection to the method and the system 
for detecting theft of claims 3, 13 with a reason that to make the system function 
automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a computer 
program product is obviously being implement. 

The rejection to claim 27 is similar to the rejection to the method and the system 
for detecting theft of claims 7 and 17 with a reason that to make the system function 
automatically in a store equipped with computer, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made a computer 
program product is obviously being implement. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne V. Lai whose telephone number is 571-272-2974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am to 6:30 pm, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hofsass Jeffery can be reached on 571-272-2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

AVL 
2/17/06 



